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‘ _' . Introduction
,- . ) . ‘ e . L : - ’ ’ ’ ' - | e’ ”
. 'The increased investmerits in educdtion as”a means,of solving-social

”» s

prob1ems, during the*1960's, led society to require educators to evaluate

the1r work. In the course of respond1ng to this odt51de pressure, educators—

4

- expanded the1r eva1uation efforts not orily to meet society's accountab111ty

3

demands, but also to prov1de direct1on for 1mprov1ng their various proJects

" and programs., As a consequence of this 1ncreased attent1on to edycat1ona1 0

- evaluatiohwthousands of persons became 1nyo1ved in prov1d1ng spec1a11zed -

r-eva]uat19n service, ang many .of then found that they were 111 prepared. to

‘e
- “.. . . [t

meet th chall 1enge. (6 a,mlgsg).e O - , —
L the ¢ ge_( E@ |

.
L

In attempt1ng t3’1den+1fy and meet- their common needs, these persons o

'3

1nev1tab1y began to forge a pro#essnon of educat1ona1 eva]uat1on. This

prof9551on is v1s1b1e in many forms that~were no% present _just 10 years

s

v

e ,;‘ ago; The f1e1d 3 recent1y acqu1red character1st1cs 1nc1ude its journa]s,

s
. v

newsletters, and books; its organ1zat1ons and convent1ons, its compan1es

and 1nst1tut1ona1 un1ts, 1ts tra1n1ng.and research programs, and- 1ts . .

.

standards. Nh11e the profess1on in many respects 1s 1mmatur 2, there can be .
- ,no doubt trat 1ncreas1ng]y it has become an 1d?nt1f1ab1e component of the . .
broader governmenta1 and profess1ona{.estab11shment of educat1on.. The pre- .

dict1on, common]y heard in the mid 1960*s’, that forma11zed educational

> " o :

eva1uation.was a fad and would soon disappear, proved fa]se, and there are . ' ,

ftrong }nd1cat1ons that th1s f1e1d w111 coht1nue to grow 1n 1mportance and

T soph1st1cat102,’ - R DR R SN

In order to foster poS1t1ve growth- of the1r f1e1d, educat1ona1

”
+

CL eva1uators should 1dent1fy and attend as careful]y.as they 'can to their ‘ *,
past succ sses and fa1Tures. Otherwise, they are doomed -to repeat their " }'

. m1stakes and--equal]y debi]itat1ng--not to sustain and bu11d on the1r ' l L

Mdy’f




§uccesses Ongoing review and. improverient of one's service is clearly the L

ha]]mark of a profess1ona], and by ertensaon of a profess1on An important .
<

funct1on of organ1zat1ons, such ,as -the Eva]uat1on Network, 1s to foster such

.

" review and to prov1de d1rect1on for'needed 1mprovements oE
[

As a modest contr1but1on to hehp1ng EN Q serve this funct1on, Tam  * °
p]eased ‘to” respond to Bob Ingle's 1nv1tat1on to exdmine the history and

. future directtons of educat1ona] eva]uat1on Large]y, I. w111 corfine my

.

. rev1ew to the last f1fteen years and will cons1der four d1mens ons that I "
be]1eve are- 1mportant in the exam1nat1on of any profess1on I will a]so offer

a few recmnnendat1ons d1rected at overcom1ng prob]ems and bu1]d1ng on past
« G . ~ ‘ -

achievements. . . ) B oy

° . - . -

- »
¢ . ~
N

. . ; o
1. Conceptualization of Evatuation : .
N Lo . N - - . . . ) ] ,

ro. . : " -’:\ a ‘b ) . T
Clearly, one of the problems most evident in the literature of evaluation-

- 0,

is the confus1on and controversy over the term eva]uat1on A particu]ar . o

prob]em, 1n this regard, is that p1oneers in eva]uat1on--and espec1a]1y their

dec1p1es--tended to equate eva]uat1on to the use of some preferred techn1que B

¢

' They ]1nked the term to behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves (Tyler, ]949), standard1zed L _
tests (Ebel, 1965), exper1menta] des1gns (Campbe]] and Stanley, 1963), and expert 2

. rev1ews (Nat1ona] Study of Secondary Schoo]éEva]uataon, 19%9) wh11e these tech-

-

n1ques undoubted]y are usefu] in evaludtion, equat1ng any ohe of them to eva]uatxon

s a ser1ous m1stake (Fmsheru 195]) The consequences of us1ng such equatxons

o

are narrow assessments, feedback l1m1ted to post hoc . resu]ts, 1mpract1ca]7

1nf1ex1b]e procedura] p]ans and/or threat brought on by vest1ng a11 autbor1t/

. for Judgment cf a program in a party having. "little or no responS1b311ty for - R
o \ . ,
actlng”on the recommendut1ons \\ D

Important‘a?d1t1ons tq the sugéestions for deffning evaluation include

L ’ o . L7

. . - e

©o. . \ N -
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Lot

o

'Cronbach $ emphas1s (1963) on eva]uat1on asla process for guiding 1mprovement

r v

- efforts, the recommendat1on by ?he PDK Study Committee on Evaluatxon

(Stuff]ebeam, et a]., }971) that evaluation shou]d be v1ewed as a process for

' |
'1dent1fy1na and Judg1ng decision a]ternat1ves, Stake s (19673 equat1ng of

evaluat1on to a process of deschpt1on and Judgment Scr1ven s (1967) emphas1s
on a systematf% approach to assessment of worth and merit, and E1sner s (1975)

« character1zat1on of eva]uat1on as conno1seursh1p and cr1t1c1sm. These and ~ ,

‘1 other authors have extended and exp]ored'the mean1ng of evaTuat1on beyond

- j;:——“-' mere~def1n1t1ons, by offer1ng extensuve theoretical formu]Jtionsy(Stuff1ebeam -

‘e

. Scr1ven S pos1t1on that eva1uatlon necessar11y 1nvo1ves va]ue determ1natﬂons5

Ed

and Webster, 1980) And, very recent1y, Cronbach and Assoc1ates (1980) . °§
prov1ded an 1n-depth v1ew of the mean1ng of gyaluat1on through the1r end1chtment
of current theory and | pract1ce, We1r call” fo*:a refoJmat1oh ‘their’ pos1t1ng of
95 theses, andothe1r outlining of needed. 1mprovements The Cronbach review .43

revea]ed that the disagreemént, preva]ent in the late 1960's about whether Lo

‘ ' Y A
. .

evaluatJon shou]d be mainly format1ye or summative, is st111 present

A very genera] v1ew, in.the form of 30 art1cu1ated and 111ustrated '

LI 4

-standards, was prov1ded by the Jo1nt Comm1ttee 6 Standards for Educat1on?ﬂ .

o e o s L 2 e rp e

Eva]uat%on (1981) Their formu]at1on which is r°f1ect1Ve of d common’ -

dictionary definition, is that eva]uat1on is the systemat1c dssessment of the

' worth or mer1t of some, object. Nh11e thi's formu1at1on'1s consistent w1th

_\___——.___

it acknow]edges (particu]ar]y ‘through. LIS Va1uat1ona1 Interpretat1on Standard) :

-

. the potent1a1 ut111ty, under dnfferent sets qf circumstances, of severa]

» ]

differant ways of ass1gn1ng va]ue meaning to findings. These opt1ons 1nc1ude

matching outcomes to va]ued objectfvesn co]]ecting and ana]yzing judgments

w offered by a w1de range of 1nterested part1es, assessing the extent ‘that

<

attainments are respons1ve ‘to assessed needs, oharg1ng the evaPuator to offer

-~

° v ...




i

S0 77 “an overall assessment of worth -or merit, and' advising the ‘audience for ,the

evaluation to arrive, at a Judgmnnt ‘The fact that the Comm1ttee did"not

recdnnend any . of these over thé others .is re11ect1ve of the state of the art

’ 1J§eva1uat1on, s1nce respected leaders have proposed the di‘ferent approaches

' 2 - . o

i# ‘ to va1u1ng, while research “has- notbdemonstrated _the super1or1t of any. of )

them.. - - - a

«

“’,; + The préeceding discussion is indicative of Both the substantial progress
l;'} ST of educational evaluat rs. 1n conceptua1121ng evaluation and'thepneed for

LMT» LT further work C1ear1x, some members of the educat1ona1 evaluation commun1ty

»

have advancep in the1r flex1b111ty and carefh] th1nk1ng about. eva1uat1on
. - a
“* On the other hand many pract1t10ners of educaticnal evaluation have pers1sted

. +

'él‘ . | to use- some_ narrow cdncept of evaluation without deve]op1ng a defens1b1e

-, rat1og€§e for 1ts use, Also, there has been very little empirical research on

the re1at1ve mer1ts of d1fferent approaches to eva]uat1on C1ear1y, the field

o

~' of eva1uat1on cou1d prof1t from systematic examlnatlons of the feas1b111ty,
costs, and benef1ts of compet1ng conceptua11zat1ons and from more effective

[
v < ‘ -

SH educat1on--of*the f“11 range of part1C1pants 1n the educat1ona1 eva1uat1on

~. -. ‘ 2.
vﬁ N -- - . . '2. ' ‘ L‘ 2 .A/l

e, _— ‘2 Techno1ggy of Eva]uat1on

- .oov -

enterpr1se--about what Stake (1967) has termed the "fu11 countenance of evaluation."

‘1;. '.. glose1y 11nked to the prob1ems of conceptua11z1ng eva%uat1on are those ~

o " Tinked to the-technology of eva1dat1on The methods used most often in
educat1ona1 evaluat1on have been drawn from thé area of educational and

a psycholog1ca1 research Especially these 1nc1ude\comparat1ve exper1ments .

s

'as a means of ass1gn1ng students to programs, standardized tests for S

L4

obtarn1ng outcome data, and analysis of variance for examining and inter-

.. preting the obtained rgsuitst A peryasive-prob1em is that these techniques
~ , . , L’ . ’ ’ .




are poorly f1tted to the chanaccer1st1cs and special needs of the vast

v maJor1ty of eva1uat1on studies (Wolf, 1981). They requ1re assdmpt1ons that

e

often could not be met, and, even 1f they cou1d¢ these techniques typlca11y oy

i

'address quest1ons other than - -those of prtmary concérn” to the aud1ehces for |
eva1uat1onsf Moreover, the use of. theSe techniques withoyt regard for
vsat1sfy1ng their required assumpt1ons has 1ed to the Just1f1ab1e charge that
eva1uat1ons freqnent1y are no more than poor research ctud1es A costly con-
seJuence of thns probﬂem has beeh-an enormous over:nvestment by some of the
| field' s most ta1ented researchers in attempts to eng1neer research methods

to meet the requirements of eva1uat1on The payoffs from'these efforts

have been m1n1scu1e compared to the costs of deve1opment and f1e1d test1ng

' "]

Only recent1y have educat1ona} eva1uators begun—to realize that eva1uat1on
.

needs a respectab1e methodo1ogy that. is bu11t from the ground up. That 1s, :
the techn1ques of evaluat1on must be built tb serve_ the 1nformat1on needs of -
_.the c11ents of eva1uat1on, to addreiz the. central va1ue issues, to deal w1th
s1tuat1ona1 real1t1es, to meet the requ1rements of prob1ty, and to sat1sfy
needs’ for verac1ty dh41e the f1e1d is far from deve1op1ng a fully funct1ona1

‘e

‘ methodo1ogy that meets'these requ1rements there have been some promising

Adversary‘Advocacy teams (Stake and Eerde, 1974) Advocate Teams - (Re1nhard,

devel6pments. ‘These 1nc1ude Goa1 Free Evaluat1on Scr1ven, 1974, Evers, 1980), )

LY

e e

; 1975)_and- Natura11st1c Evaluation (Guba and Lincoln 1981) Under the leader-
shio of Nicku§mith (1978) a pane]'of wri ters has examined the” applicability
to-evaluation of a widé range of investigatory techniques drawn from“ao.
,varietv of fields. Etsner (1975) and h1s students have expiored and
_developed techn1ques for applying t the Connoiseursh1p model. | Webster

) (1“75) and his colleagues have operationa11zed the CIDP model.

¢ v

. . .
j ) ; ; . ) JP—— e e s b o D
i e ; . - L '

19/2), Meta Ana]ysis (GTass, 1976, Kro] 1978), Respons1ve Eva1uat1on (Stahe,. ’

e o st




- /‘_—\—-'—-——‘—-—l,..._._; —_— A S s . 6 ‘l -
- . I “ . } .. V4 . ¢ . .
Lo . Stake (1978) has adapted case study methods for use in evaluation. Roth £1977)5
- j ' Suarez (}qao) Scr1ven (1977), and others have begun to nake both conceptual and

L]
Jo——

< oaerationa1 sense of the trucial yet 111us1ve concept bf needs assessment.’ I '-fij

[

t

Personnel of the Ioledo-Pub11c Schoo]sfhave co]laborated with Bunda (1 980) and
} R1d1ngs (T980) to deyise cata]ogs of. evaluatjve criteria and assoc1ated e >
1nstruments’as - means of helping teachers and admtn1strators to gear. their data

co]]ect1on efforts.to the1r 1nfonmat1on requ1rements ' ‘ ’ .

. - ° . H

. . . h - ) .
R F1na11y, 3 great dea] of work has been done %o encorporate the use of , N

e obJect1ves referenced tests in: eva]uat1on stud1es A part1cu1ar1y fru1ttu1 - ]

- L

app]icat1on of this 1atter techn1que is seen in curr1cu1um embedded eva]uat1ons e .

*f: o wh1ch ‘provide teachers and students w1th an ongoing assessnent of atta1nments in,

2 oa

re]at1on to the sequent1a1 obJect1ves of a turr1cu1um Important wprk in this

--~—~ . BTN

area 1s be1ng carr1ed out in the Ch1cago Sthools and by the Curriculum and

Instruct1on Department 1n the Dade County Schoo]s (Chase 1980) P .

ftj'fi 77 "The efforts to expand and 1mprove the methodo]ogy of evaluation have had

some benef1t1ca1 effects.- There has been more acceptance of the need for - .

‘Zf; - a]ternat1ves to- c]ass1ca1 research methods.. “The proponents and cr1t1cs.of - R
PO * exper1menta1 des1gn -as an opt1ma1 means of eva]uat1on have*become less -
;j'_ . polarized and, 1ess emotional’ in their exchange aboutawhat mLthods are needed T

e :‘ and what w111 work in gLucatlonal_evaluat%on—settTngs—fBerk"“TUBl5

«In sp1te of a grow1ng search for appropr1ate methods, 1ncreased communica-
tion and understanding among the 1eading methodologists, and-the deve]opment of
new techn1ques, the actua] Pract1ce of avaluation has~changed very 11tt1e in the - N
great naaon;t; of sett1ngs Clearly, there is a need for expanded efforts to L

) educate eva]uators to, the ava1]ab111ty of new‘techn1ques to try out and o _'ng%;
K S regprt-the results of us1ng the new techniques, and to develop add1t1ona1 : 75
| techniques. In all of these efforts; the emphas1s must be on mak1ng the _ T

*.. . , methodology fit the needs of education, rather than v1ce versa (Kaplan, 1964).
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P A\th1rd prob]em area 1nvo1ves the implementatign’of eva1uat1on

. P
,.,-»«—..,.-, . P /

toe Foremo

t 1n\this area is 1nSuffic1ent staff-and resources in many educatfonal f

.vent eva]uat1ons from being corrupted by po]1tica1 forces., F1na11y, there

* s, a wfdespread tendency to comm1t most or a11 of an- 1nst1tut1on s evé]uation .

o ¢

efforts to sat1sfying externa] requtrements for eValuat1on, while 1eav1ng ‘_

“
A!'34“ ', .t

internale-based needs for\evaTuat1on unattended

.. .
ow, N < .
o . 3, .

—_— . [N ) U U VUG I D S Y

%‘3112 o 7 The consequences of these deficienctes are read11y apparent in many
. o
= e educationa1 1nst1tutions and are 1nd1cat1ve of a need for concerted effdrts

. ' - d ol
ﬂ_ to fncrease and 1mprove the app11cat1on of evaTuat1on Systemat1c eva]aat1on

! .
of educat1on is generaT1y«prescnt on1y 1n the large urban schoo] d1str1cts

v

ERI that have suff1c1ent resources to. ma1nta1n a staff of eVa]uat1on spec1a11sts,

o Nt and even in these distr1cts eva]uatﬂon services are heaV11y concentrated on .
' 1ssu1ng accountab111ty repoyts for speC1a1 prcaects funded from the outside
_ ,and deal-ma1n1y”wftﬁ”d1str1ct 1eve1 concerns to the exc1us1on of schoo] and,
;31;" 4', 1assroom concerns. Compared to the}]eve] of evaluation activity in urban |
11;7 schoo] d1str1cts, systemat1E_prggram_eya1uatlon_seems—a%mpst‘non“ex1stent in

:.0‘ LR LIS e

small schoo] d1§tr1cts and 1n co]]eges and un1vers1t1es " Also there have

been’xepeated. reports (Br1cke11s 1976 House 1973 , Sroufe 1977) about the
SR Vu1nerab111ty,of eva]uat1ons to po1it1ca1 sabatage. '_' ' L .‘
Despite the genera]]y negat1ve report on 1nst1tutiona1 capabilities to ‘
.57_ ] conduct eva]uat1on, there have been -some 1mportant deveTopments. Some d1str1cts
_ - have set up and~operated exce]]ent off1ces of eva]uat1on (espec1a11y Sag1naw, -
w\ ‘K . . Michigan; Da11as, Texas; At1anta, Georg1a' Port1and Oregon, Los Ange]és ¢ -
" County, C1nc1natt1, Ohio, Lahs1ng, M1chigan, Toledo, tho, Austin, Texas,
‘. . -“ : and Ph11ade1ph1a, Pennsy]vania) A1so 1 number of corpotrations--such as Abt
.

;3SSWW,‘-wAssociates, System Development Corporat1on, and Amer1can Inst1tutes for S
R , e

- . . R . . e

¥

- f:x_g B PR
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——-—————————Researcn--have—developed and de11Vered righ qua}1ty eva]uat1oh serv1oes‘u$ _'

o . ‘ < educat1ona1 1nst1tut1ons Recently, (ronbach and Associates (1980) suggested —

4 L]

{ﬁ the use of “soc1a] proBTens study grnups" funded over a Tong per1od of time to "~
susta1n ongo1ng evaluat1on.of h1gh priarity nat1ona1 cencerns in educat1on and
other areas, Th1s arrangement wou]d have the advantage of concentrat1ng

resources.1n 1qng -term programmat1c 1nyest1gat1ons a1med at the formulation

3 ‘ . and 1mp1ementat1on of sound policies. T ‘o BN
There have a]so beén some noteab]e deve]Opments to deal w1th,po]1t1ca]
. rea]1t1es. The Sag1gaw Schoo]s (Adams 1970) developed. Board of Educat1on A !

Policies to gu1de and govern evaluat1on in the D1str1ct The Dallas System

] §§% up a Board of Educat1on Committee on Evaluat1on and used it to help

3

focus district evaluat1on efforts on Board 1nformaflon/need5’and to increase

e i R

" the Board members use of eva]uat1on While such Board Committees have been -

controvers1a] (-D. Magazine, 1980), the Dallas experienoe”inathﬁs realm . . T

merits careful study. . fj . ' ]

) i Jsx.' 3 One of the most prom1s1ng deve]opments towards 1ncreas1ng the use of
‘ eggluatlon~at”the school Tevel is seen in Atlanta's assignment of dual roles | .
et to evaluators; each evaluator serves a certain technical function such as

" statistioa] analysis and a general 1iaison function to a sample of schoo]s._ “
In addition, each 3chool maintains a curriculum imorovement commi ttee’ which )
includes the assigned district level évaluatcr and is-charged to conduct’ |
s ‘ l eya]uation to identify and address curriculum improvément needs 15 the schoo].f };: ‘|
This‘arrangement grouides for a strong central evaluation functfon and Cos
. auidance and. teehnical backup for school level evaluation. |
. The problem of.'serving both schoo] -and ‘district eva]uat1on funct1ons is -

peculfar to American Public Educat1on In other countries puo]1éssch o]s

report d1rect]y to a central governmenta] ‘authority and are not grouped intg )

o

10 o ©




districts Some of the most advan«ed work.Jn schoo] Tevel eva]uat1on . . te~

\ o \ -

) 1s to be seen: 1n the prlvate schoo]s of the United States and Ln the pr1vate

and governmént supported schoo]s in Victpria Austra]1a -

s - &, .-

.~y A f1na1 po1nt worth not1ng is that severa} ‘studies have been done or. are

i w - . .

. 1n progress %0 11]um1nate and asses the strengths and weaknesses of evaluation

capab1]1t1es and pract1ces in schoo] districts’ (Chase, 1980, Kenned& 1980, .
* )t’ e L
Alkin 1979,.and King 1981). These are an important resource~for taking stock of .

“what has worked; what hasn' t“ and what yet needs to be done to 1ncrease the capa-' R

b111t1es of educat1ona] 1nst1tut1ons to carry out v1ta1reva]uat1on functions. ""
Yt

Fur;her studies of eva]uat1on practice &t the school 1eve1 a1meq.at assessing the T >~

" state of the art, in general, and promising evaluation practices, in particu]ar3 ’ .
N .
cou]d prov1de*pr1nc1pa]s and teachers with va]uab]e 1nformat1on by wh1ch to

-

P .
i

improve their use of evalJatxon . .

H

. 4. ‘Professional Support for Evaluation

. As theé field of educational evaluation has grown, it has experienced @, -
. \ - - - .

needs ‘that are common to emerging professions. While the-field has . .
. - I 2R

advanced coﬁsiderably’in'dea]ihg with these need€, it is instructive to
consicer the great deficiencies in this area that existed jost 15 yearT ago. .
At that time, practitioners of educationa] evaluation faced an identify

A ) 5

crizis. They weren't sure whether they should try to be\researchers, :

)

\ testers, adm1n1strators, teachers, or ph1]osophgrs\ They were unclear aboqt
what special qualifications they should possess. There was no professional :'.'
organization that concentyated on their particu]ar prob]ems. There were no
spec}a]ized journals through which they could exchaﬁge\information about o
their work. There was essentiaily no literature about educational evaluation. .
There,was a‘paucit&\of'preservice and inservice training opportunities in
evaJuation. And there were no articulatec standards of good practice, except .-

3 - . -

~ for those confined to educatioral.and. psychological tests.
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The effecrs of these def1c1enc1es were apparent to any one. who Tooked-
"closely at educat1ona] eva]uat1on dur1ng the late 1960's. The f1e1d was i
amorphous and fragmented. Many evaTuat1ons were carr1ed out by untra1ned

personne] ‘others were.performed. by'research mefhodo]oo1sts who tried to

L

force'educationa1.situations to fit. théir, methods (Guba 1966). Eva]uation
C e stud1es were character1zed by great confus1on, anxiety, and animostty. In
j"j“ general, the budd1ng f1e1d of educational evaluafihn had l1tt1e stature

~ and po]at1ca1 r]out

3

’

- Agafnst th1s backdrop, the progress of aducational eva’uators in

.°
.

profess1ona]1z1ng the1r field dur1ng the 1970's, appears to be substantial.

Educatibnal Evaluation and P011ry Analysis, Stud1es in Evaluation, CEDR

L)
.

Quar terix and Evaluat1on,News have proved to be. exce?]ent media for,

’ .

_ ecord1ng and d1ssem1nat1ng 1nformat1on about progress in educat1ona1
" evaluation. Books and monographs by Popham (1974), Provus y971},
__Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus (1971), 5cr1ven (1980), Worthen and .

«=-- Sanders (i973); Glass (1976), and many others have provided an enormous’

amount of %nformatgon aboutthe educatjonal evaluatign enterprise.- IhS<May

12th group; Division H of AERA, the Evaluatich’ Network, and the Evaluation, . = *

X @ .
Research. Society of America have afforded excellent opportunities‘for profes~

sfo:a] exchange among persons concerned w.th.the eva]uat1on~of educat1on and
Gother social programs. Many universities have begun to offer at 1east one

course in evaluation methcdo]ogy (as distinct from research methodologj).-

and a few--such as the Undversity of I]linois, étanford UniVersity, Boston

College, UCLA the Ln1ver51ty of Minnesota, and Western H1ch1gan Un1vers1ty—-

have ‘developed graduate programs’ in evgluation. For seven years the U. S Off te

of Educat1on has sponsored a national program of 1nserv1ce tra1n1ﬂg in eva]uat1on

of spec1a1 educatlon (Br1nkerhoff, in press), and several profess1ona]




-

o™

. organ1zat1ons have offered workshops and institutes on various evaluation
tad ﬁ :
*'J topies. A,few centers have been estab]?shed and maintained to,condmct research

¢ r
. " and development on evaluation; these include the evaluation-unit of the North- - :
%ﬁ~ . " west Regiona1 Educationa] Laboratbry, the Center for the Study of Evaluaticn

at UCLA the Stafford Eva]uat1on Consort1um, the Center for Instructxona]
Rese&rch and Curriculum Evaluation at the Un1vers1ty of I]]1no1s, and the
., Evaluation Center at Western Michigan University. The state of.Louisiana
has estab11shed a po]1cy and program for cert1fy1ng evaluators (Peck 1981),
- ". and Dick Johnson (1980) has issued a f1rst draft of a directory of eValuators
>r . *. " and evaluation agenc1es Increa51ngly, the field has looked to meta eva]uat1on

(Scriven 1575 Styfflebeam 1978) as a means of assuring "and checkwng the qua11ty

éﬁ " of evaluations. F1na11y. a joint committee (Jo1nt Commi ttee, 1981, a.),

/
appo1nted by 12 professional organ1zat ons has 1ssued a comprehensive set of

standards for judging eva]uat1ons of educat1ona1 programs, projects, and°® -

materials, ahd has established a mechanism (ggint Committee, 1981, b.) by which
. ' to review and, revise the Standards-and assist the field to use them. In addition,

R . ~ . ,.

severa] other setsoof standards with relevance for educational evaluation.(see

the May, 1981 issue of _ Eva]uat1on News) Fave been issued. .

-
o

‘f. This substantial profess1ona1 development in educational eva]uat1on has

<

produced mixed rEsu]ts bh11e there is undoubted]y better and moye CORmunica-
RN thon in the field, there fas also been an erormous amount of “chatter" (Cronbach,

1981). - While progress has been made through better and more training and

- >

certification efforts to ensure that 1nst1tut1ons can obta1n services from
qualified evaluators, there are. worries (Stake, 1981) that th1s movement may
/ T , ‘ .
‘. ., resudt in a club that narrows the practice of evaluation and excludes persons

" x ‘ .
» from joining it for no good reason. The cooperatiqn among professional

s o ‘s ; . .
organizations <oncerned with educational ewaluation, fostered by the Joint

ra
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Y

-

o

Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, is a promising but fragile
arrangement for promoting the conduct and use of high quality evaluation work.
And the creation of new profe551ona1 orgen1zat1ons has increased commun1cat1on
and reduced some of the fragmentation in Ehe evh]uat1on field; but fairly

sharp d1v1s1ons between D1v1sion H, the Eva1uat1on Network, and the Evaluation

3

Research Society coptinue to exist. N
. In order to sustain_gains and work on so]ving'some of the persistent -

prob1ems in the professional support area,.severa1,moves are in order. : '
Editorial boards of eva1uat1on journals shou]d review and tighten the1r ‘

criteqia for choosing articles and, through more careful refereeing, should
attemp% 40 increase the proportion of high quality published material. Annual

navaluation circuses" in which evaluators of education and other social program
areas meet together: w1thout g1v1ng up their primary eva]uat1on organization

should be cont1nued and Division. H of AERA shou1d be encouraged to part1c1pate

. a1ong w1th EN and ERS. The organizations and persons with professional

1nterests in and a11eg1ance to the field of educational evaluation should.
|
sustain the work of the Joint Committee and use it to promote hetter conduct

and use of evaluation and improved credibility for the\profess1on. Concerted ‘

\ effo?t;,shou]d be made to encd}porate evaluation training’into‘the professional , X
p parat%on programs of eduéators,:especia41y educétioné] administrators. . The |
major evaluation organizations must develop and sell a strong case for financial

support of the educationa]neve1uation enterdfise.' Considering all they spend on

-

evaluation, government agencies should continue to invest in efforts to improve
the evaluation enterprise, including research, deveiopment, training, and pro-
fes§iona1 support.. Hopefu]]y, private foundations W111 see the wisdom of .

helping to fund the 1mprovement of evaluation, since sound evaluation is

-

. o T ” - %
\ essential for improving education. -




v

Closing

!

L)

The preceding review portrays educat1ona1 eva]uat1on as a dynamic, yet -
i immature: profess16n. Th ga1ns in this f1e1d over the past 15 years are
1mpress1ve, but theré are many obvious deficiencies and 1nsuff1c1ent

evwdehce about 1mpacts on teaching and learning. Strengths and weaknesses

o

~have .been outlined along with suggestions for improvement in four areas: °
. A " 4

the conceptualization of evaluation, techniques, applications, and professional
_~support The.pervasive theme in this ana]ysis points to needs to improve

research training, and financial support’for educational eva]uat1on. However,
jeaders of the educational evaluation prdfession must ensure that efforts

to improve this professﬁdn‘are geared not to ser!e,zhe private and corpcrate
needs of eva]Jators, but the evaJuation service needs of e&ucators and their
c11ents. Ultimately the value of educat1ona1 evaluation must be judged in

tenns of 1ts contributions to improving 1earn1ng, teach1ng, and educat1ona1

adm1n1strat1on. A1l of us in the educational evaluation pusiness would do

well to remember and use this basic principle to guide and examine our work.

2 \

.
«
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